June 20, 2006

Dear Ms. Hill, Mr. Goss, Mr. Coker
and other appointed or elected officials of Kentucky:

Reference: Case Number 2005-00467--Destruction of lives and livelihood
The Power is in your hands.

I am writing you in a desperate attempt for you to reconsider your decision in Case
Number 2005-00467. On May 26, 2006 a decision was made in favor of big business,
giving them permission to destroy many miles of Kentucky scenic beauty, environmental
havens, and ruin people’s lives. As one of the landowners, I cannot believe this is
happening to the property I own—my life, my livelihood. I do not believe it is too late for
me or Kentucky. I believe you have the power to turn this around. Kentucky residents,
farm owners, home owners are suffering--we are going to lose to big business decisions
and YOU know this. All of Kentucky is going to lose based on your decision. Please
consider the following and reverse your decision.

1. You have been given the responsibility to consider the adverse impact these
transmission lines will have on our beautiful Kentucky scenery as well as the
impact on our environmental assets (KRS 278.027). Miles of rural Kentucky
farmland will be destroyed and devalued. The environment and wildlife will also
be devastated. The decision in Case Number 2005-00467 does not consider the
above.

2. In KRS 278.027 it states all persons residing on or owning property affected by
the proposed transmission facility may be heard. However, in your opening
statement at the Hardin County hearing, it was implied that the Commission
would not consider anything not under, what they considered, their jurisdiction
and had a long list of items. The Commission also asked that the people not be
redundant. It is my opinion that the Commission’s jurisdiction is broader than
what was indicated. It is also my opinion that many people felt intimidated by the
opening remarks and limited their remarks based on the Commission’s opening
statement.

3. PSC’s summary of the public hearing is not complete. It does not address all of
the concerns of the people at the public hearing related to the scenic,
environmental, agricultural and developmental concerns. The written statements
submitted were not included in the summary. If these were not included in the
summary, then it is a logical conclusion, they were not considered in the final
decision. (Please note Johnny Jameson testimony. PSC should have denied
LG&E/KU request based on Mr. Jameson’s testimony alone.)



4. Ttis my opinion that LG&E/KU and PSC did not comply with KRS 278.708,
KRS 278.714, and KRS 278.710 and ignored Senate Bill 246 passed in 2004. As
an individual in her 70s who was hoping to have a comfortable, yet meager,
retirement by purchasing this small farm, I cannot afford to hire a lawyer to
interpret and defend the law that should be followed by LG&E/KU and PSC. I am
dependent upon you to follow the law. It is impossible for me to believe the law
allows PSC and LG&E/KU to do this to citizens of the United States. I wake up
nights saying this cannot be happening here in the United States to good people
who have worked hard and just wanted to live out their lives making this place a
little better for our children and grandchildren.

5. Is the security of the United States being compromised when we have a foreign-
owned company working on our military installation? Has Homeland Security
been notified? Whose obligation is it to protect us in this matter?

6. In my opinion this decision did not consider the adverse impact on the scenic and
environmental assets; however, there is an article in the Cumberland that the PSC
is also ignoring and failing to “support energy efficiency”. It is an article which
states that the PSC denied Berea College s proposal for a cogeneration plant
which would support energy efficiency. {See & (VMfL)

7. Another decision made by the PSC in May 2005 on Case Number 2005-00152
had a direct affect on the Case Number 2005-00467. However, PSC denied the
people in Case Number 2005-00142 (resubmitted under Case Number 2005-
00467) request to intervene in Case Number 2005-00152 because we did not
reside in Trimble County. The decision made in 2005-00467 was directly
influenced by the decision made in 2005-00152. We should have been allowed to
intervene in Case Number 2005-00152. Please reconsider both of these decisions.

At this point I want to appeal to your sense of compassion and concern for the people of
Kentucky and doing what is right for the people that have worked hard to get where they
are and have what they have. However, I believe I have given you information to
consider in reversing your decision. LG&E/KU will not consider us as individuals who
are losing their land, retirement, and livelihood. It will be dickering with us-—how little
will they have to pay us for our property. They will be dickering with our lives, our
security. WE NEED YOU TO STEP UP.

Thank you

Violet W. Monroe
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